From: Monroe, Clay

To: Morgan, Melinda

Cc: Tomchuk. Doug

Subject: Fw: BCSA - Borough of Rutherford Nexus
Date: Thursday, September 28, 2017 2:17:11 PM
Attachments: Figure 1 Site Locations.pdf

Attachment 1 1979 NPDES Permit.pdf

Attachment 2 1984-01-17 NJDEP Memo.pdf

Attachment 3 1977-05 Facility Plan Joint Meeting Extension.pdf
Attachment 4 1966-06 Preliminary Report on Sewerage Facilities.pdf
Attachment 5 1970-09 Feasibility Report.pdf

Attachment 6 1990-06-12 Affidavit.pdf

This is responsive

From: Desrosiers, Kim <kim.desrosiers@fticonsulting.com>
Sent: Friday, May 12, 2017 6:30 PM

To: Monroe, Clay

Cc: Hengemihle, Bill

Subject: BCSA - Borough of Rutherford Nexus

Clay,

Per our discussion yesterday, below is a summary of certain key elements of the Borough of Rutherford’s
nexus to the Berry's Creek Study Area.

Key Elements of Nexus to the BCSA

Starting in 1925, the Borough of Rutherford owned and operated a POTW, which discharged into Berry’s
Creek until sewerage operations for the borough were transferred to the Rutherford-East Rutherford-
Carlstadt (RERC) Joint Meeting POTW. Additionally, Rutherford was an owner of the Rutherford Landfill.
The locations of these sites within the study area can be found on the attached Figure 1.

The RERC Joint Meeting, and its members Rutherford, East Rutherford, and Carlstadt, operated a facility
which, among other things, discharged mercury and PCBs to Berry’s Creek for almost 50 years. The
facility operated from 1941 until 1988 and available records thoroughly document a history of the release
of inadequately treated waste. The first NPDES permit was issued to the facility on March 31, 1979
following 38 years of discharge into Berry’s Creek. At the time of permit issuance, the plant, which was
designed to process 4 million gallons per day (gpd) of influent, was handling sewage at a rate of up to 11
million gpd. Disposal of waste was achieved by on-site landfilling with attendant surface runoff to the
adjacent Berry’s Creek and by off-site discharge conveyed to Berry’s Creek primarily at Discharge Point
001. See Figure 1 and Attachment 1. In addition, prior to the Joint Meeting formation in 1941, each of
the Joint Meeting member municipalities, including the Borough of Rutherford, operated its own POTW.
See Figure 1.

In addition to the point-source discharges associated with the RERC Joint Meeting POTW, grit waste was
disposed of by the borough along the banks of Berry’s Creek in 1983 and 1984. See Attachment 2.

History of the Joint Meeting POTW

The Joint Meeting facility was constructed between 1939 and 1940 to provide secondary treatment for
wastewater originating in Rutherford, East Rutherford, and Carlstadt. The facility was placed into
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.. Permit Number: _NJ0022756
. '!ﬁlidf:Pﬂélﬂtfi‘:' Joint Meeting :
_a;;;;_fjihérjggéj_§§st Rutherford & Carlstadt |
Effective Date:  _March 31, 1979
Expiration Date: _July 1, 1983

NATIONAL POLLUTANT DISCHARGE ELIMINATION SYSTEM

PERMIT TO DISCHARGE - ,
In reference to the application received from the above-mentioned permittee for
a permit authorizing the discharge of pollutants fn compliance with the rovisigns

of the Clean Water Act, as amended by the Clean Water Act Amendments of 977,
P.L. 95-217, (33 U.S.C. §§1251-1376) (hereinafter referred to as "the Act").

Joint Meeting- Rutherford East Rutherford-Carlstadt
P.0. Box 281 ’
Rutherford, New Jersey 07070

(hereinafter referred to as "the Permittee")

is authorized by the Regional Administrator, Regfon I1, U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA), to discharge from: o ST

Joint Meeting-Rutherford, East Rutherford, Carlstadt STP °

Foot of Borough Street - 4 )
Rutherford, New Jersey 07070 ’ " !

to recefving waters named Berry's Creek

in accordance with the following conditions.
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(- ' 1. AN dischargers authorized herein shall be consistent with the terms
L and conditions of this permit. The discharge of any pollutant more
frequently than, or at a Tevel {n excess of, that {dentified and

i ' authorized by this permit shall constitute a violation of the terms
TR and conditions of this permit. Such a violation may result in the
P {mposition of civil and/or criminal penalties as provided for in

- Section 309 of the Act. Facflity modifications, additions, and/or
5 expansions that {ncrease the plant capacity must be reported to the

: permitting authority and this permit then modified or re-issued to
reflect such changes. Any anticipated change in the facility
discharge, including any new significant industrial discharge or
significant changes in the quantity or quality of existing industrial
discharges to the treatment system that will result in new or
increased discharges of pollutants must be reported to the Regional
Administrator. Modifications to the permit may then be made to
reflect any necessary changes in permit conditions, including any
necessary effluent limitatfons for any pollutants not {dentified

and limfted herein. In no cases are any new connections, fncreased oo
flows, or significant changes in influent quality permitted that will oo
cause violation of the effluent 1imitations specified herein, o

Ao oo Moy g

2. After notice and opportunity for a hearing, this permit may be
‘ modified, suspended or revoked {n whole or in part during fts term
for cause including, but not limited to, the following:

a. violation of any terms or conditions of this permit;

b. obtaining this permit by misrepresentation or failure
to disclose fully all relevant facts; or,

c. a change in any condition that requires efther a
temporary or permanent reduction or elimination of
the permitted discharge.

3. Notwithstanding 2 above, if a toxic effluent standard or prohibition
(including any schedule of compliance specified in such effluent
standard or prohibition) is established under Section 307(a) of the
Act for a toxic pollutant which 1s present in the discharge authorized
herein and such standard or prohibition {s more stringent than any :
Timitation upon such pollutant in this permit, this permit shall be ’ g
revised or modified in accordance with the toxic effluent standard or it
prohibition and the permittee shall be so notified.
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4. The zerzittes shall allow the head of the State water pollution

7.

control agency, the Regional Administrator, and/or their
authorized representative, upon the presentation of credentials:

a. to enter upon the permittae’s premises where an
effluent source is located or in which my;{jmcords
are required to be kept under the terms and -
conditions of this permit; S

'b. to have access to and copy at reasonable times any

records required to be kept under the terms and
conditions of this permit; ‘

€. to inspect at reasonable times any monitoring
equipment or monitoring methods required in this
permit; or, : e clen

d. to sample at reasonable times any discharge of
pollutants;

e. to inspect the operation of the treatment facilitfes.

The {ssuance of this permit does not convey any property rights in
efther real or personal property, or any exclusive privileges, nor
does 1t authorize any injury to private property or any {nvasion
of personal rights, nor any infringement of Federal, State or local
laws or regulations; nor does 1t obviate the necessity of obtaining
State or local assent required by law for the discharge authorized.
This permit does not authorize or approve the égnstruction of any
onshore or offshore physical structures or facillities or the
undertaking of any work in any navigable waters.

Except for data determined to be confidentiai under Sectfon 308 of -.
the Act, all monitoring reports required by this permit shall pe
available for public inspection at the offices of the head of the
State water pollution control agency and the Regional Administrator.
Knowingly making any false statement on any such report may result
in the imposition of criminal penaltfes as provided for in

Section 309 of the Act.

The diversion or bypass of any discharge from the treatment works
by the permittee {s prohibited, except: (1) where unavoidable to
prevent loss of 11fe or severe property damage;‘or (2) where
excesstve storm drainage or runoff would damage any facilities
necessary for complfance with the terms and conditions of this
permit, The permittee shall notify the Regional Administrator in
writing within 72 hours of each diversion or bypass in accordance
with the procedure specified below for reporting non-complfance.
The permittee shall within 30 days after such 1;gc1dent submit to
EPA for approval a plan to prevent recurrence of such incidents.

i

-'J'U.'_.'-.;‘v?

izt e

e T B Tl e R T A S g 3 e et

e e






- . Page . of 16 pages
C 4 N00227ss

9. 1t for any reason the permittee dces not conply with or will

10.

n.

12.

]3.

be mshle to comply with any effiuent limitation specified in
this permit, or should any unusual or extraordinary discharge
of wastes occur from the facilities herein permitted, the
perwittee shall frmediately notify the Regional Administrator
and appropriate State agancy by telephone and provide the same
authorities with tha following 1nfbrm;cmon 1n uriting within
five (5) days of such notificetion° PR

a. A description of the non-ccnp]ying discharge

including its impact upon the receiving waters. ‘
b. Cause of non-compliance, h
c¢. Anticipated time the condition of non-compliance

is expected to continue, or 1f such condition has

been corrected, the duration of the period of

non-compliance.
d. Steps taken by the permittee to reduce and eliminate

the non-complying discharge.
e. Steps to be taken by the permittee to prevent recurrence

ot the condition of non-compIiance. 'f*‘ ,

I
The permittee shall take all reasonab1e steps to minimize any
adverse impace to navigable waters resulting from non-compliance
with any effluent limitation specified in this permit. The permittee
will also provide accelerated or additional monitoring as necessary.
to determine the nature and 1mpact of the non-complying discharge.

Except as provided in permit condition 8 on bypassing, nothing in
this permit shall be construed to relfeve the permittee from c1v11
or criminal penalties for non-compliance.

Nothing in this permit shall be construed to preclude the institution

PERREEVESPVETEIG SR 1

O

of any legal action nor relieve the permittee from any responsibilities,
1{abilities, or penalties established pursuant to any applicable State
law or regulation under authority preserved by Section 510 of the Act.

In the event of any change in control or ownership of facilities from
which the authorized discharges emanate, the permittee shall notify
the succeeding owner or controller of the existence of this permit

by letter, a copy of which shall be forwarded to the Regional
Administrator and the State water poIIution control agency.
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The provisions of this permit are severable, and 1f any provision
of this permit, or the application of any provisions ¥ this _
permit to any circumstance, is held {nvalid, the applicution of
such proviston to other circumstances, and the remainder of this
permit, shall not be affected thereby o

The parmittee shall prdvidi ndticiitétthe Regional Adﬁidistrator
of the following: N T :

a. Any new introduction of pollutants {nto such treatment
works from a source which would be & new source as
defined in Section 306 of the Act 1f such source were
discharging pollutants; S TSl

b. Any new introduction of pollutants which exceeds 10,000
gallons on any one (1) day into such treatment works
from a source which would be subject to Section 301 of
the Act 1f such source were discharging pollutants; and,

c¢. Any substantial change in volume or character of pollutants
being introduced into such treatment works by a source
introducing pollutants into such works at the time of
fssuance of the permit. S ml

Such notfce shall include information on the quality and quantity
of effluent to be introduced into such treatment works; and an
anticipated impact of such change in the quantity or quality of
effluent to be discharged from such publicly owned treatment works.

The permittee shall require any {ndustrial user of such treatment
works to comply with the requirements of Section 204(b), 307 and
308 of the Act. Any industrial user subject to the requirements
of Section 307 of the Act shall be required by the permittee to
prepare and transmit to the Regional Administrator periodic notice
(over intervals not to exceed nine (9) months) of progress toward
full compliance with Section 307 requirements. -«

The permittee shall require any"industfiii ﬁgéf 6?'storm sewers to
comply with the requirement of Section 308 quthg Act.

Ige germittee shall comply with Sectfonsvzoi(B)‘through 201(g) of
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1A p!_eguired Effluent Limitation

During tho poriod beginning on tho dato detmuinod by Condition C-11
and lasting until the expiration date of this permit, discharges
shan be limited and -onitored by tho pornittec as specified below:

a. A substantially coqmte re-oval of sottleable solids
shall be achieved. ~ - - | z

b. See Table I.

c. Except as spocifica‘lly authorizod in this permit, the
o germittu shall not discnlrgo f‘loating solids or visible
i oam.

d. The effluent values for pH' shail 'rmin within the limits
of 6.0 to 9.0.

e. The 30-day averagc quantity of off‘lucnt discharged from the
wastewater treatment facilit shan not exceed 4.0
millfon gallons per day (HGD

f. See Section c.

1.8, Interim Effluent Limitations

During the period beginning on the offectivo date of this permit
and lasting until the date determined by Condition C-II, discharges
shall be 1imited and monitomd by the penni ttee as specified below:

a. Same as permit Condition B.1.A.2.
b. See Table I-A. o
c. Same as permit Condition B.1.A.c.
d. Same as permit Conditfon B.1.A.d.

¢
i
i

e. The 30 day average quantity of effluent discharged from the
ﬁtewatcr treatment facility shall not exceed 4.0

BCSA0066773
200
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2. Facility Operation and Quality Control

A1 waste coliection, control, treatment and disposal facmties
shall bs operated in a manner consistent with thc foﬂowing.

a. At all times, all faciifties shan be mintained as
efficiently as possible and operated as efficiently
as possible and in a manner which will minimize
upsets and discharges of excessive ponutants.

b. The permittee shall provide 2an Iquultl opcnting
staff which {s duly qualified to carry out the! .
operatfon, maintenance and testing functifons -
required to insure complfance with the conditions
of this permit.

c. Maintenance of treatment facilities that results in
degradation of effluent quality shall dbe scheduled
during non-critical water quality periods and shall
be carried out in a manner subject to approval by -
the pemitting suthority.

d. Prohibited Wastes

The permittee shall under no circumstances allow
introduction of wastes into the treatment works
identified as “Prohibited Wastes” pursuant to
Section 307 of the Act. The following wastes are
prohibited as published in 40 CFR 128:

(1) Wastes which create a fire or explosion  *
hazard in the publicly owned treatment works.

(11) Wastes which will cause corrosive structural
damage to treatment works, but in no case
wastes with a pH lower than 5.0, unless the
works is designed to accomod"ﬁ' such wastes.

(111) Solid or viscous wastes {n amunts which
would cause obstruction to the flow in sewers,
or other interference with the proper
ope;ation of the publicly owned treatment
works. e

(iv) Wastes at a flow rate and/or pollutant discharge
rate which {s axcessive over relatively short
time periods so that there {s a treatment
process upset and subsequent loss of treatment
efficiency.

lJ‘){}‘ V
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3. f-Monitoring and Report{ vuiraﬁnfg{?;;fi

a, The permittes shall effectively monitor the cperation and
efficiency of all treatmont and control facilities apd the

&mﬂﬂwmmﬁ_tsﬁg% scharge. Monitoring 2 i
ta required by this permit shall be surmarized on an / i

average calendar month basis. 'Tha monthly summaries of
data will then be used tognpan a single quarterly
report. Duplicate orfginal copies of the Discharge v
Monitoring Report form (EPA Form T-40), properly completed o
and signed by the permittee must be submitted within 28 , g
days after the end of each report period to the Regional :
Azinistrator and the State agency at the following
adJresses: - R

Permits Administration Branch  Assistant Director |
Environmental Protection Agency - Pollution Control, Monitoring, !

_Regfon 11 -~ Survefllance and Enforcement Element i
26 Federal Plaza ~ Division of Water Resources g
New York, New York 10007 New Jersey State Department of P

Environmental Protection | ;
P.0. Box CN-029 o
Trenton, Ndw Jersey 08625 o ‘

Quarterl F recorts will be required for periods beginning
on the first day of the first month following the {issuance of
this permit. The data collected and submitted shall include ‘
the parameters and testing frequencies specified in Table II,
Samples and measurements of the effluent taken to achieve
compliance with the monitoring requirements specified above
shail be taken at the point of combined flow into the outfall

sewer.

Samples and measurements of the influent wastewater taken to
meet the monftoring requirements specified above shall be taken
at the point of plant faflow. =

b. Sapling and Analysis Methods

Other measurements of oxygen demand can be substituted for
Bio-chemical Oxygen Demand (B0D) where the permittee can .
demonstrate long-term correlation of the: method with BOD values. ot
Substitution of such measurements must receive prior approval of bl
the pemitting authority.,. i .

R
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The analytical and sampling methods used shall conform to
the regulations published pursuant to Sectfon 304(g) of

* the Act. These regulations are published {n the Federal

* Register as 40 CFR Part 136. However, different but
equivalent methods are allcirable {f they receive the prior
written approval of tha permitting authority. -

The permittee shall perfodically calibrate and perform
maintenance procedures on all monftoring and analytical
instrumntation at intervals to insure accuracy of
neasurements.

4. Recording oy

The permittee shall record for all samples the date and time of
sampling, the sampling method used, the date analyses were
performed, the {dentity of the analysts, and the results of all
required analyses and measurements. -

A1l sampling and analytical records mentionéd {n the preceding -

paragraph shall be re for a minimum of three S,
The permittee shall™also retain all original recordings from
any continuous monitoring {nstrumentation, and any calibration
and maintenance records, for a minimum of three (3) years.
These pariods will be extended during the course of any
un:;so}:ed litigation, or when so requested by the permitting
authority. . -

Solids Disposal

Collected screenings, slurries, sludges, and other solids
shall be disposed of in such a manner as to prevent such
materials from enterin? the waters of the United States
except in accordance with a permit {ssued under Section 405
of the Act. If for any reason such materfals do enter the
waters of the United States, the permittee shall notify the
pemittin? authority with the following information in
writing within 14 days:

1. Dates of the occurrence;

2. A description of the non-complying discharge
(nature and volume);

3. Cause of non-complfance; :

4. Steps taken to reduce and eliminate the
nonocwlﬁng discharge; and, : :

§. Steps to be taken to prevent recurrence of
the condition of non-compliance.

U e,
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JABLE I -p
REQUIRED INTERIH EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS

| Discharge*
Effluent 8”5" :ﬁn ti L1 tim'm
. : oa ocations nitations
.. - Characteristics AE Consecutive Day ; Consecutive Day 30 Day 7 Day
SR | vera vera Average ge
- L LT 7 (ng/1)
' 5.9"-20 oc 7670 3480 - 11510 - 5220 230
- Blochemical
~ Oxy Demand
B0 120 g 2650 15

" "BCSA0066778






. TJABLE 1
REQUIRED INTERIM LIMITATIONS
S : Discharge*
S Discharge Concentrations
- Effluent Load Allocations _ Limitations
. -Characteristics 30 Consecutive Day | 7 Consecutive Day 30 Day 7 Day
R S ‘ Avera Average Average Average
1b/day | ke/day | Ib/day | Fkg/day (mg/1) (mg/1)
*"’f"'-"sgoay-zdf oc 9840 - 4460 195 295
Biochemical | 6510 . . 2950

~ Oxygen Demand

}5§uspénded © 2880 1290 4170 1890 85 125
. Solids

*vhichever 1s more stringent

" 'BCSA0066779
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Table 11 - Se1f-Monitoring Réqurensnts 1/ |

. P i s E

_ . Minimum Monitoring Requirements |

Parameter. ... Hedsurement Frequency ..  Sample Type |

Total Flow, mgd  contfnueus CNMA

B0Ds, mg/1 ‘| - once per week - 24-=hour composi
BODs, kg/day* , 1 emeessscs. =e
Settleable Solids, m1/1 ;- twica per day grab

Suspended Solids, mg/1 once per week 24-hour compos-
Suspended Solids, kg/day* . | aemsesses c———
Residual Chlorine, mg/1 2/ ~twice per day grab
Fecal Coliform, .N per 100 ml 2/ - once per week grab
pH - twice per day grab
Temperature, °C 2/ - twice per day grab

1/ Except where indicated, ihf]ﬂ’e’nt,aﬁ{é effluent
measurement and testing are required.

2/ Only effluent testing re'quil‘re‘d. S

* To be determined based on actual flow and
actual results for parameters noted. .

&BCSA0066780
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¢.1. STATE CERTIFICD REQUIREMENTS

As: required bd tha New Jersey State Department of Environmentsl
Protection (WISDER) Certification of Joint Meeting; Rutherford
for the pupess of dzsuring complfance with New Jersey's water
- quality standards dnd other appropriate requirements of State
Taw as provided t7 Section 401(d) of the Act, the permittee shal)
mgﬁrm the following effluent limitations and other
ons: [

1. The permittee shall discharge so as not to vfolia‘t"i New Jer"s’éy
Surface Water Quality Standards, N.J.A.C, 7:9-4 et. seq.
(Docket No, DEP 012-74-11),

2. Pursuant to N.J.A.C. 7:9-4.4 (a) (13)¢,effect’fv'¢f
year-round disinfection shall be required for all
treated wastewater discharges contafning pathogenic organisms,

3. The applicant shall comply with the approved recommendations
of the Water Cuality Management Basin Plan for the Northeast
N:wtgerz:g Urban Area in accordance with Sectfon 303 (e)
of the Act.

4, The applicant shall comply with the areawide Water Qualtty
Management Plan for Northeast New Jersey be{ng developed
by the New Jersey Department. of Environmental Protection
in accordance with Section 208 of the Act.

5. The applicant shall comply with the approved recuﬁnendations
of the Facility Plan being developed by the Bergen County
Sewer Authority in accordance with Section 201 of the Act.

Upon approval of the Facility Plan this permit may be
modified to include a schedule of achieving complidnce
'with N.J.A.C. 7:9-4.6 by implementing the récommendations
of the Facility Plan. In the interim the standards and
compliance dates set forth in the NPOES pemit are
applicable except that the Department will strive to
optimize the effluent quality through implementation of
the Max/Min report and/or the application of State laws
and regulations including sewer bans, when deemed
appropriate by the Department.
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as providad m' scetida 301(;&)(5) aid ( Jjaf

ng affordad tln dischargd 1¢ tmy the 'l(v!l df tNlt‘nt .

thd Ket, and
"u?on v1 of a m facts presented ol tm nm?f 3‘.’ 5:’
hered uch & tise extension pracided that the permitted —

sh ‘Il 1y with the followINY schedule and shl‘l‘l report to the
!‘?ﬂéﬁainistﬁm and thi State Agency within 14 days —

following each date orf the sdnduu detailing its co-pHanco
non-cosplfance. )

1. By January 31, 1979. smt consﬁ‘ucﬁfdﬁ dé the mtmter
treatment fﬂCi]‘tyo ‘

2. Construction should be coapmed by Kugusf a1, 1479,

3. By Septembar 30, 1979, attafr th€ effiuent require
ments set forth in Table I of the permit.

4. A1l flows will be conveyed to the Bergen County Regional /
Sewer Authority (BDSA) as soon as those regional facilities
are operable.

If at any time, 1t is datermined that Federal funding will not

be availadble in time to assure compliance by July 1, 1983 with the
final effluent limitatfons containad in this penit. this time
extensicn shall be revoked by the Regional Administrator.
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NEW JERSEY STATE DEPARTMENY OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION

TO Peter Lynch, Chief, Metro Region, Enforcement Element

7 r -
FROM Stefa# Sedlak through Robert Plum DATE January 17, 1984

SUBJECT On-site Grit Disposal at Rutherford East Rutherford, Carlstadt
JOIAt leeting (RERC- uw7

On January 4, 1984 this office was notified by Mr. Hank
McCafferty, Health Officer, for the Borough of Rutherford that
RERC-JM was improperly disposina of their arit on-site. The dis-
posal of the grit was witnessed by Mr. Victor Tamaro, Building
inspector for the Borough of Rutherford. On January 4, 1984 at
11:37 am Mr. Tamaro observed a truck backing in at the site and
dumping the load. The material was wet and a portion of it had
entered the adjacent stream, a tributary of Berry's Creek which
was thereby discolored. The truck is owned by Fred Heyrich Company
(NJSWA 7525A 16 CY). The police Department had detained the driver of
the vehicle. Mr. Tamaro had notified the Bergen County Prosecutor of
the incident.

On January 5, 1984 the writer visited the site. Mr. Daniel Bigler,
plant operator and Mr. Brian O'Keefe a health official for the Borough
of Rutherford were present during the inspection. The attached diagram
approximately locates the area where the grit was disposed. Lime and
chlorine had been added to the grit and the area nearest the stream was
sand bagged to prevent any additional material from entering the stream.
The source of the grit was from floca nber two (2)
which was observed to be almost engtz “Mr. Bicler had estimated that
approximately ten (10) cubic vards were disposed of on-site. According
to Mr. Bigler there was very little grit in chamber number one (1).
There was therfore no urgent need to remove grit at that time.

The Gulick Disposal Company was previously used to remove grit from
RERC-JM for incineration at the Parsippany-Troy Hills Sewage Treatment
Plant. Gulick would no longer accept the material because it would
build up in his vehicles. In the absence of an alternative method of
disposal Mr. Bigler planned an storing the grif on-site until he could
obtain approval from the Hackensack Meadowlands Development Commission
(HMDC) to landfill the grit. The on-site dispecsal by Heyrich was not
supervised and the grit was not dispesed of at the location that
Mr. Bigler had intended it to be.

Mr. Bigler was directed to remove the material and to place it 1in
a leak proof container for disposal at an authorized landfill. He was
also advised to, in the future, place the grit directly into a dumpster
from the flocculation chambers.

-
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|/

BCSA0157561





On January- 6, 1984 at 10:30 am the writer and Kevin Aiello sampled
the grit for the following parameters: COD, pH, volatile organic scan,
limited heavy metals and EP toxicity (sample number 20154). The grit
had been covered with plastic since January 5, 1984.

REPC-JM is in the process of arranging for landfill disposal at
the HMDC landfill. RERC-JM has sampled the grit for EP toxicity,
however, the results are not available.

Mr. Tom Goldrick (201-646-3335), Bergen County Prosecutor, has
been assianed to the case. Mr. Goldrick presently intends to *

handie this as a criminal case should the grit be determined to be toxic.

E125:G19

Attachment
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BERGEN COUNTY SEWER AUTHORITY

JOINT MEETING EXTENSION

FACILITY PLAN
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1.0 Summary, Conclusions and Recommendations

1.1 Summary

The Joint Meeting (JM) sewage treatment plant which
serves portions of the Boroughs of Rutherford, East
Rutherford and Carlstadt has been discharging an unsatisfac-
tory effluent for many years. Based on reports, issued by
the JM in 1966 and by the Bergen County Sewer Authority
(BCsA) in 1871 and 1973, the State and Federal authorities
concurred that the BCSA should construct a pumping station
and force main, to transfer the JM flow to the BCSA system.
The current National Pollution Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) permit for the JM plant requires the permittee to
discontinue operation by connecting to the regional BCSA
system.

This Facilities Plan discusses the natural, utility,
and demographic systems which may affect, or be affected
by, the recommended project. The projection of increasing
flows, from the JM service area directly affects the project
design. The report includes an Infiltration/Inflow analysis
of the 46 miles of sewers tributary to the proposed JM
pumping station.

Alternate schemes for treating and transporting sewage
generated in the Joint Meeting area were considered. The
report identifies the environmental, organizational, econo-
mic or legal factors which led to the preferred alternate
selection. Preliminary design and layout of the recommended
pump station and force main are presented. The project
costs, method of financing, and schedule of implementation

BCSA0076336
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4.3 INFILTRATION/INFLOW ANALYSIS

4.3.1 Purpose and Scope

Section 201 of the 1972 Water Pollution Control Act
Amendments and Section 35.927 of the Rules and Regulations
of the EPA requires an Infiltration/Inflow (I/I) analysis
for projects requesting Federal Grant monles. A subsequent
staged Sewer System Evaluation Survey (SSES) is required if
the analysis demonstrates that the sewers admit excessive
Infiltration/Inflow. Excessive Infiltration /Inflow is that
portion which a cost-effectiveness analysis determines as
more economical to eliminate from the system than to trans-
port and treat.

The analysis presented as Section 4.3 of the Facilities
Plan discusses the tributary sewer system, extraneous flows,
field investigations, the cost-effectiveness analysis and
the recommended programs. Some supportive data which is
asually incorporated into an independent I/I analysis is
included in Sections 4.1, 4.2 and 5.0.. Other supportive
data 1s included in the I/I analysis for the BCSA system.

4.3.2 Sewer System

4.3.21 Development - Most of the sanltary sewers in the
Joint Meeting service area were constructed around 1910 by
the Boroughs of Rutherford, Bast Rutherford and Carlstadt.
Between 1910 and 1940, sewage from the three municipal
sanitary sewer systems discharged to Berry's Creek after
passing through rudimentary municipal sewage treatment

plants. The treatment provided by these facilities was
BCSA0076370
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inadequate to prevent increased pollution of Berry's Creek
and the Hackensack River. The pollution was compounded
by the tidal action in these waterways which retards the
downstream travel of the sewage pollutants.,

In 1936 the State Department of Health adopted a
regolution requiring secondary treatment for all sewage
discharged to the Hackensack River and its tributaries. To
comply with this ruling the three Boroughs decided that a
single sewage treatment plant would be most feasible,
Accordingly in 1938, Rutherford, East Rutherford and
Carlstadt created the "Joint Meeting" empowered to con-
struct, operate, maintain and finance a single secondary
treatment plant and the trunk sewers necessary to convey
sewage from the municipal systems to the plant. The Joint
Meeting Treatment Plant in Rutherford and the trunk sewers
were constructed as PWA projects (N.J. 1400F Contracts 1 and
2) in 1939 and 1940.

4,3.22 Description

Sewer Lengths - There are presently 46 miles of gravity
sewers, excluding house connections, tributary to the Joint
Meeting plant. Approximately 43.9 miles were constructed by
the municipalities. The remaining 2.1 miles were construc-—
ted by the Joint Meeting. This is the sewer length distribu-

tion by mhnicipality:

Joint
Municipal Meeting
Sewers Sewers Total
(miles) (miles) (miles)
1. Carlstadt 12.6 0.9 13.5
(Cont 'd) BCSA0076371
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Joint Meetin

1. Engineer

Rutherford - Vent and pick holes in the manhole covers
admit inflow to the sanitary system in areas which flood
during heavy rainfall or high tides. Such flooding was
reported on Veteran's Boulevard and on Erie Avenue east of
Chestnut Street. Possible storm connections to the sanitary
system along Orient Way and at other unspecific locations
may also contribute inflow. Other inflow sources include
air, conditioners, sump pumps and drains for roofs, yards,
foundations and cellars, which may be connected to the
sanitary system. The interviewed officials were not aware
of the exact location of any of these sources.

In the preliminary investigations for night metering
our field technicians discovered a cross connection between
the storm and sanitary sewers on Erie Avenue at Chestnut
Street. This cross connection apparently functions as an
inflow source since the Superintendent for the D,P.W.
reported that heavy raingall surcharges the storm sewers in
this area. The pressure from the surcharging occasionally
lifts storm manhole covers off theilr rims.

Sewers in areas with a high groundwater table may
contribute excessive infiltration. Reported areas with high
groundwater include the swampy meadowlands, underlain by
éprings east of Route 17 and Springdell Avenue.

Root intrusion into the house connections along with
buildups of grease and rags have caused basement backups on
Orient Way near Winslow‘place. The root intruysion may
indicate excessive infiltration.

BCSA0076377
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East Rutherford -~ Flooding during heavy rainfall was
reported on Paterson Avenue at Hoboken Avenue and on

Hackensack Street at the raillroad .crossing. As previously
mentioned, street flooding contributes inflow to the sani-
tary system. Specific inflow sources within the borough
such as storm system cross connections, sump pumps oOr
illegal drain connections were not reported. High ground-
water east of Route 17 and springs throughout the borough
indicate areas which may contribute excessive infiltration.

Carlstadt - These areas subject to flooding during
extremely high tides or heavy rainfall, may contribute
inflow to the Carlstadt system:

1. Broad Street between Thirteenth and Fourteenth
Streets
2. Hoboken Road at Tenth and Broad Streets

The general area east of Route 17

Illegal drainage connections (roof, area, foundation
and cellar drains) were reported on Eighth Street north of
Marsan Drive. Drains may connect to the sanitary system in
other areas, however, specific locations were not reported.

The area between Route 17 and Berry's Creek lies within
the Hackensack Meadowlands. Excessive infiltration caused
by high groundwater may occur in this section of the system.
Root intrusion into the system, another indicator of exces-
sive infiltration, was reported on Tenth Street near
Division Street, and on Sixth Street between Berry Avenue
and Broad Street.

4.3.25 Maintenance Program - The three servi-:

BCSA0076378
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sewers is included in the amount assessed for this miscella-
neous category.

2. Reduction of Bypassing - The amount of sewage

bypassed during extreme storms will be reduced by the
program of extraneous flow removal. The increased water
quality due to the reduced bypassing has a substantial
environmental benefit. Large tangible benefits from this
program would be incurred from reducing the peak should
storage or treatment of the extreme peaks be required.
Additional savings would be incurred by lessening the extent
of the cleanup of sewage floatables and solids deposited on
the river banks. '

3. Reduced Sewaqe Flooding - During peak inflow and

infiltration periods, sewers without emergency overflows
surcharge to levels which can flood streets, basements, and
sewer system structures. The disadvantages of such flooding
are fairly obvious. Street and yard flooding creates an
unhealthy condition during the duration of the flooding and
requires a substantial cleanup and disinfection effort
after each occurrence. In addition to the disadvantage
associated with street flooding, sanitary sewage entering
basements can destroy valued possessions of the residents
along the route of a surcharged sewer. Within the sewer
system, sewage solids are deposited on the bench and
rungs of each manhole, junction chamber, and meter chamber
along the surcharged section. Unless cleaned after each
surcharge these solids create noxious conditions in those
structures. Reducing the extraneous peak flow derives
economic benefit by reducing the occurrence of such sur-

charging. BCSA0076400
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River into which the BCSA sewage treatment plant discharges
as "Water Quality Limited" TW-2. In accordance with this
clagsification, the current NPDES permit for the BCSA plant
during construction, requires a minimum of 75 percent
removal of the influent BOD, and suspended solids cver a 30
day period. The permit alsoc specifies a maximum effluent
BOD and suspended sclids level of no more than 75 ppm over a
seven day period and no more than 50 ppm over a 30 day
period. These limits will be tightened when the expansion
is completed.

Because the Hackensack River is designated "Water
Quality Limited" the BCSA plant may soon need to provide
better than secondary treatment. In Special Grant
Conditions established by the EPA for the current plant,
expansion commits the Authority to prepare a facility
plan detailing alternate methods of obtaining the specified
water quality.

The present ocean dumping permit for the plant requires
complete digestion of all primary and secondary sludge
barged to the Atlantic dumping area. In addition, the
permit directs the Authority to prepare a facility plan
recommending the most cost-effective method of sludge
disposal in anticipation of a ban on ocean dumping.

4,4,2 Joint Meeting Treatment Plant

Since its construction in 1940, the plant-has performed
inadequately. The inadequate treatment results mainly from
cperating and maintenance problems. Treatment units which
malfunctioned were removed and not repaired. The mechani-

1 “adAalbTd
cal equipment has become obsolete. Presently, the %CSAO6NM28
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filters often clog requiring the flow to be bypassed,
improperly pretreated industrial wastes entering the filters
has inhibited biological growth on the filter stones. The
sludge withdrawal system in the settling tank no longer
functions and the tanks must be bypassed and dewatered
to remove the sludge. The two-phase sludge digester serves
mainly as a holding and dewatering tank.

The sludge incineration facilities are inoperable and
thickened sludge is pumped to a nearby lagoon. Operation of
the coagulating tank equipment has been discontinued. A few
years after construction, the magnetite filters clogged and
this unit has been bypassed since that time. Additionally,
sections of the plant administration building have developed
structural cracks caused by support pile deterioration.

The JM plant now provides less than primary treatment,
removing on the average only about 25 percent of the BOD and
suspended solids from the influent sewage. Such treatment
is not acceptable for discharges to Berry's Creek. Tests in
1972 revealed the waters of Berry's Creek to be anaerobic.

The Joint Meeting is presently under EPA and State
orders to discontinue operation of the JM plant and to
connect to the BCSA system. The three municipalities,
Carlstadt, East Rutherford and Rutherford, have indicated
they will comply with this directive. The Joint Meeting
will determine the ultimate disposition OEBéiéAdb?éZQQd
plant facilities.
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Year Average Flow (mgd)* Peak Flow (mgd)
1976 3.04 8.4
1980 3.83 10.0
1990 4.98 12.5
2000 6.13 15.0
2010 7.17 17.0
2020 7.36 17.5

*Excluding excessive infiltration

5.3.5 Non—-Excessive Infiltration and Inflow - From the
infiltration inflow analysis it was determined that the
average infiltration rate was 1.30 mgd and the average

inflow rate was 0.04 mgd. The preliminary cost-effective-
ness analysis indicated 0.66 mgd of infiltration may be
cost~effectively removed by a rehabilitation program.
Cost-effective removal of inflow sources discovered during
the physical inspection and smoke testing operations may
remove 70 percent of the 0.040 mgd average inflow, or 0.028
mgd. Therefore average non-excessive infiltration may be
0.64 mgd, and non-excessive inflow maybe 0.012 mgd.

5.3.6 Flow Characteristics =~ Joint Meeting sewage
contains a considerable amount of industrial discharge.
Periodically, batches of industrial wastes received at the
JM plant, have overloaded the plant units and upset the
biological action within the trickling filters. The shock
load effects from these wastes have reduced JM plant

efficiency. BCSA0076434
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5.3.7 Sewage Overflows - The system tributary to the
proposed JME is comprised entirely of separate sanitary

sewers. There are no combined sewers. However, a storm-
sanitary system interconnection was discovered during our
preliminary field investigations, indicating the possibility
of other such connections. The proposed inflow investiga-
tion should effectively detect any other cross-connections.

5.3.8 Pogssible Flow Reduction

5.3.81 Reduction of Industrial Flow =- Flow from the
service area will eventually 'be treated at the BCSA plant.

Therefore, pretreatment requirements of the Authority will
apply to the Joint Meeting industries. Industrial dis-
charges may be sampled on a regular basis at the point of
entry. If the wastes entering the system fail to meet
discharge standards then pretreatment will be required.
Discharge of uncontaminated cooling water to the system is
also prohibited. '

Carlstadt, East Rutherford and Rutherford intend to
implement an industrial waste regulation and an equitable
cost recovery regulation which will meet EPA requirements.
This program will be developed and coordinated in conjunc-
tion with the BCSA program.

As discussed in section 4.2,42, most bf the industries
in the service area discharge small quanti{B‘CSAdO76435'
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instructing the JM to join the the BCSA would have to be
reversed. Such implementation difficulties would certainly
delay the abandonment of the JM plant.

An evaluation of environmental issues also weighs
against the PVSC transfer. Primary adverse impacts caused
by construction of the needed connecting sewers, although
temporary would be greater because the construction would
occur through a more densely developed area. Adding the JM
flow to the PVSC trunk would raise the hydraulic profile in
that sewer. Since the trunk intercepts combined sewer
systems the quantity of combined sewage bypassed to the
Passalic River would increase because of the lost trunk
capacity used to convey JM flow. The interbasin trans-
fer of JM flow would cause another adverse impact. Effluent
from the BCSA Plant discharges to the tidal Hackensack River
twelve miles above the outlet. The effluent of the PVSC
Plant discharges to Upper New York Bay. Removal of the IM
effluent would decrease the flow in the lower Hackensack
River. This would result in slightly longer detention time
of pollutants, more saltwater intrusion and slightly lower
average river water levels available to recharge aquifers.

6.3 Upgrading the JM Plant

6.3.1 Background - The 1966 JM Preliminary Report on
Sewerage PFacilities considered five alternate schemes for
sewering the JM area and the eastern portiorBCSA0076444:
and East Rutherford. The sachemes included combinations of
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treating portions of this flow (1) at the BCSA plant (2) at
an upgraded JM Plant (3) at a new plant on the Hackensack
River. During the late 1960's and early 1970's the eastern
portions of Carlstadt and East Rutherford were sewered with
the discharges pumped to the BCSA Hasbrouck Heights Trunk
Sewer. Thus, several alternates presented in the 1966
report including the Hackensack River Plant, are no longer
valid.

However the analysis of the two basic alternates for
serving the JM area, (1) at the BCSA Plant (2) at an up~-
graded JM Plant, remains valid. The report recommended, the
Joint Meeting should not upgrade the JM Plant unless large
federal grants were avallable for the purpose of upgrading.
Otherwise the JM area should be sewered to the BCSA plant.
This conclusion was based mainly on economic considerations.
The report demonstrated that upgrading would be the more
expensive alternative. Based on this and subsequent.
analyses, the court ordered the JM to connect to the BCSA
system.

These issues were evaluated in recommending the alter-
native of transfer to the BCSA over upgrading the existing
plant:

1. Berry's Creek-Hackensack River water quality
2. Reliability

3. Sludge Disposal

4., Construction Impacts

5. Construction Costs

6. Operating and Maintenance Cost

BCSA0076445

7. Implementation
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6.3.2 Berry's Creek - Hackensack River Water Quality - As
mentioned in Section 4.1.4 the water quality in Berry's
Creek 1is presently so poor that at times of the year the

stream is anaerobic. The streams poor quality is mainly due
to the poor operation of the JM plant. Upgrading the JIM
plant would reduce the unsatisfactorily high BOD and SS load
discharged to Berry's Creek, and raise the dissolved oxygen
level. However the effluent from an upgraded JM plant would
result in higher concentration of BOD, S8, phosphorous
organic nitrogen and heavy metals, (and lower dissolved
oxygen) in Berry's Creek than would result if the effluent
were eliminated. When the JM effluent is removed, the only
treated sewage discharged to Berry's Creek will be from the
0.7 mgd Wood-Ridge municipal plant.

The benefit of upgraded Berry's Creek quality will be
somewhat balanced by the slight lowering of the Hackensack
River quality between the BCSA plant outfall and Berry's
Creek. The lowering of the Hackensack River quality
will be much less than the increase of Berry's Creek quality
because of the much larger base flow in the Hackensack
River and the better quality effluent produced by the BCSA
plant.

The beneficial effect of higher Berry's Creek quality
will be somewhat offset by the disadvantage of lower flows.
Average Berry's Creek flow would be reduced about 30
percent. This lower flow will Fesult in longer pollutant
resident time, slightly increased salt water intrusion and

BCSA0076446
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glightly lower creek levels available to recharge aqui-
fiers. These disadvantages will be somewhat offset by the
beneficial effect of higher flow rates in the section of the
Hackensack River between the BCSA Plant and Berry's Creek.

6.3.3 Reliability - Many JM industries discharge process
wastes. In the past these wastes have caused plant oper-
ating difficulties., The smaller the treatment plant the

more vulnerable the biological processes are to upset by
industrial shock load. The BCSA plant currently treats
large quantities of industrial wastes, and the plant
processes were designed to accomodate these wastes.
Therefore the reliability of treatment would be greater at
the larger BCSA plant than at a smaller upgraded JM plant.
To achieve the same degree of reliability at the JM plant a
more stringent monitoring of industrial discharge would be
necessary.

6.3.4 Sludge Disposal = The JIM planﬁ was constructed with

digestion, vacuum filtration, and incineration units for
sludge disposal. Currently the raw sludge is lagooned
because all sludge disposal facilities are in disrepair. If
the JM plant were upgraded, the sludge disposal facilities
would have to be repaired and upgraded, or another means of
disposal implemented. Regional sludge disposal at the BCSA
plant appears to be a more economically and environmentally
sound alternative. The quantity of sludge originating from
the Joint Meeting sewage is small in compaiBCSAQ076447
amounts currently processed at the BCSA plant.
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As discussed in Section 6.3.2, JM plant abandonment
will have several beneficial impacts on water quality. BOD,
organic nitrogen, phosphorus, COD and heavy metal 1loadings
in Berry's Creek will be reduced when the treatment plant
discharge is eliminated. This will improve water quality in
Berry's Creek., Termination of sludge lagooning at the plant
site will prevent further pollution of groundwater sup-
plies. Leachate from the lagoons will be reduced after the
lagoons have stabilized.

The adverse impact on the Hackensack River caused by
additional discharges from the BCSA plant is minor since the
additional flow from Joint Meeting is small in comparison
with the flow presently treated at the BCSA plant.
Discharging the JM flows to the Hackensack River is bene-
ficial in that it will increase flow and reaeration rates,
aid in dispersion of pollutants, prevent salt water intru-
sion, and recharge groundwater supplies downstream.

Alleviation of Public Health Problems =~ The selected
plan will reduce public health problems by replacing a

source of river and soil pollution by conveying the sewage
from the JM area to an environmentally sound regional
treatment plant.

Industrial and Residential Relocation - The selected

plan will not cause relocation of any industries, residences
or roadways. It may allow the development °ﬁ3CS§AOO76466
the site of the abandoned JM plant.
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10.0 Summary of Environmental Considerations

The proposed pumping station and force main which will
convey Joint Meeting flows to the BCSA system for treatment
represents the most environmentally sound alternative.
Construction of the proposed facility will eliminate most of
the pollutant loading to Berry's Creek and consequently
improve the water quality. Present sludge lagooning
procedures will cease and impacts to the local ecosystem
will decrease. As the sludge stabilizes in these lagoons
the public health hazard will diminish. By constructing the
pumping station on the existing plant site and the force
main along existing roadways and rights of way the adverse
primary impacts will be minimized and temporary. The Joint
Meeting Extension does not disturb any historically,
archaeologically or environmentally significant areas.
Since the area is zoned for light industry and sports
complex by the HMDC, the overall environmental sensitivity
is limited.

In the design of the East Rutherford Extension force
main, the BCSA provided for future expansion of the system
by providing sufficient capacity to convey the Joint Meeting
flow. A JME connection point was included on Gotham Parkway
in the construction of the BCSA ERE force main. There will
be limited other impacts on the existing BCSA system.

The proposed project has certain adverse primary
impacts which are temporary in nature. ConstBCSA0076498
Berry's Creek Crossing will disturb the waterway and local
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were held with major developera who are proposihg construction in this area.
A study was also made of soil conditions at various locations in the area in
order to determine the types of construction necessary for the installation

of sewerage facilities,

Present Flows and Plant Loadings
There has been anly a moderate increass in population in the three Boroughs in

the last 35 years, with an increase of the total population from 27,420 in 1930
to about 36,000 in 1965; however, there has been a steady industrial growth,
originally in the area along Route 17 and the Erie Lackawanna Railroad, and

more recently in the meadowland areas east of Route 17,

As a result of the above growth, the flow ags well as industrial waste loading
at the treatment plant has been steadily increasing, Although there has been
some reduction in total annual flow during the past two years as a result of
drought conditions end water conservation, it ia anticipated that the flow will
return to a higher rate upon resumption of normsl water use, The average daily

plant flow during the period 1955 through 1965 was as follows:

1955 - 1.92 mgd 1961 - 2,65 mgd

1956 - 2,08 " 1962 - 2,90

1957 - 2.06 " 1963 - 3,00 "

1958 « 2,15 °® 1664 - 3,09 "

1959 - 2,34 1965 - 2,96 " (Bstimated at 3.3 mgd with

. normal flow conditions)
1960 ~ 2,52

In addition to the increased average flows, peak flows to the plant during storms

have required operation of all pumps including the standby pump, Thue, maximum

BCSA0076685





Plows are at least 11 mgd dus to storm flow and high industrial peaks, wheress,

most of the plant units were apparently designed for a lower peak flow,

As 2 result of the above increased flow and loading, deterioration of the
treatment plant and more stringent New Jersey State Health Department require-
ments, the plant is presently not producing a satisfactory effluent, and
extensive modifications and repairs to the plant would be required just to
provide adequate treatment for flows from the areas presently sewered.
However, the following additional flows must albo be considered:

(a) The UOP Company in East Rutherford desires te connect into the Bast
Rutherford sewer systems and discharge to the treatment plant a flow estimated
at an average of 0,5 mgd consisting of an industrial waste which could not be
handled and properly treated under present plant conditions.

(b) All three Boroughs have sewered areas between Route 17 and Berry's
Creek which, as they develop, will cause an increase in plant flows.

{6) Development is restricted in the meadow areas of Carlstadt and East
Rutherford south and east of Berry's Creak until sewers are provided in such
areas, because high ground water conditions and clay subsoils make subsurface
sewerage treatment unsatisfactory in the meadowlands., Upoen installation of
sewers, these additional flows, if discharged to the Joint Meeting plant, would

produce even heavlier loadings upon the treatment facilities,

Future Flows

In order to establish & program for sewerage facilities in the three municipal-
ities, estimates have been made of the flows which might be expected under a
First Stage program and for "ultimate" complete development., The First Stage
Program would serve essentially all of the presently sewered areas, the developed

and unsewered meadowland area in Carlstadt and a small amount of flow from

BCSA0076686
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operation in 1941 and by 1967, was producing unsatisfactory effluent and inadequate treatment. See
Attachments 3 and 4.

The Joint Meeting was issued a pollution abatement order by the New Jersey Department of Health
(NJDOH) in 1967 and was ordered in its NPDES permit to cease operations and convey all flows to the
Bergen County Utilities Authority (BCUA). In a 1970 report on water pollution control systems, the Joint
Meeting was described as being both hydraulically overloaded and organically overloaded due to various
industrial wastes which were damaging the filter media. The plant at that time was unable to meet
NJDOH requirements for effluent into Berry’s Creek. The “plant efficiency and continuity of operation
[was] seriously affected by malfunctioning of deteriorated equipment in practically all of the plant units.”
See Attachments 1 and 5.

According to the 1977 Joint Meeting Extension Facility Plan prepared by Clinton Bogert Associates (at
Attachment 3):

Since its construction in 1940, the plant has performed inadequately. The inadequate treatment results
mainly from operating and maintenance problems. Treatment units which malfunctioned were removed
and not repaired. The mechanical equipment has become obsolete. Presently, the tricking filters often
clog requiring the flow to be bypassed... [] The JM plant now provides less than primary treatment,
removing on the average only about 25 percent of the BOD and suspended solids from the influent
sewage.

The report also states that the poor quality of the water in Berry’s Creek was “mainly due to the poor
operation of the [Joint Meeting] plant.”

Further, the Joint Meeting’s sludge incineration facilities were inoperable and thickened raw sludge was
pumped to a lagoon, which in turn, polluted groundwater at the Joint Meeting. Consulting engineers
stated the following with respect to groundwater impacts and leachate generation from the sludge
lagoons.

[The Joint Meeting] plant abandonment will have several beneficial impacts on water quality. BOD,
organic nitrogen, phosphorus, COD and heavy metal loadings in Berry’s Creek will be reduced when the
treatment plant discharge is eliminated. This will improve water quality in Berry’s Creek. Termination of
sludge lagooning at the plant site will prevent further pollution of groundwater supplies. Leachate from the
lagoons will be reduced after the lagoons have stabilized.

In addition to the above problems, consulting engineers identified several pathways of influent and
crossover between the sanitary and storm sewers throughout the Joint Meeting network, as well as
instances of sewage bypassing, resulting in industrial waste intended for the POTW being discharged to
the storm system and likely thence to Berry’s Creek.

The District Court of New Jersey issued a Partial Consent Decree on November 14, 1985, ordering the
Joint Meeting to cease discharges on January 1, 1988. On January 13, 1988, all flows from the Joint
Meeting were conveyed to the BCUA. See Attachment 6.

In sum, as described above, industrial effluent from the Joint Meeting was released to Berry’s Creek via
(1) discharges of bypassed untreated waste or under-treated industrial waste, (2) discharges from sludge
lagoons via overland flow, and potentially (3) contaminated groundwater discharges from the sludge
lagoons.
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Figure 1 — Site Locations for the Borough of Rutherford
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Attachment 2 — 1984-01-17 NJDEP Memo
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Attachment 5 — 1970-09 Feasibility Report
Attachment 6 — 1990-06-12 Affidavit
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